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Proposed Action and No Action (2020 LOD) Condition, 1976–1991 

3.4-21   DSM2–Simulated DOC (mg/l) in Old River at State Route 4 Bridge (Los 
Vaqueros Intake) for the Proposed Action and Existing Condition (2001 
LOD), 1976–1991   

3.4-22 DSM2-Simulated DOC (mg/l) in Old River at State Route 4 Bridge (Los 
Vaqueros Intake) for the Proposed Action and No Action (2020 LOD) 
Condition, 1976–1991 

3.4-23 DSM2-Simulated DOC (mg/l) in Clifton Court Forebay (SWP Banks 
Pumping Plant) for the Proposed Action and Existing  Condition (2001 
LOD), 1976–1991 

3.4-24 DSM2-Simulated DOC (mg/l) in Clifton Court Forebay (SWP Banks 
Pumping Plant) for the Proposed Action and No Action Condition (2020 
LOD), 1976–1991 

3.4-25 DSM2-Simulated DOC (mg/l) at CVP Tracy Pumping Plant for the 
Proposed Action and Existing  Condition (2001 LOD), 1976–1991 

3.4-26 DSM2-Simulated DOC (mg/l) at CVP Tracy Pumping Plant for the 
Proposed Action and No Action Condition (2020 LOD), 1976–1991 

3.4-27 DSM2-Simulated Flow (cfs) and Estimated Summer Dissolved Oxygen 
Concentrations (mg/l) in the Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel for the 
Proposed Action and Existing Condition (2001 LOD), 1976–1991 

3.4-28 DSM2-Simulated Flow (cfs) and Estimated Summer Dissolved Oxygen 
Concentrations (mg/l) in the Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel for the 
Proposed Action and No Action (2020 LOD), 1976–1991 
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3.5-1 Comparison of Monthly Average Flow in the San Joaquin and Trinity 
Rivers under Existing Conditions (2001 LOD) and Proposed Action, 
1922–1994 Simulation 

3.5-2 Comparison of Monthly Average Flow in the Sacramento, Feather, and 
American Rivers under under Existing Conditions (2001 LOD) and 
Proposed Action, 1922–1994 Simulation 

3.5-3 Comparison of Monthly Average Flow in the San Joaquin and Trinity 
Rivers under No Action (2020 LOD) and Proposed Action, 1922-1994 
Simulation 

3.5-4 Comparison of Monthly Average Flow in the Sacramento, Feather, and 
American Rivers under the No Action (2020 LOD) and Proposed Action,  
1922-1994 Simulation 

3.5-5 Comparison of Monthly Average Flow in the Sacramento River at 
Freeport and Monthly Average Delta Outflow under Existing Condition 
(2001 LOD) and the Proposed Action, 1922–1994 Simulation 

3.5-6 Change in the Proportion of Sacramento River Flow Drawn into the Delta 
Cross Channel and Georgiana Slough under the Proposed Action relative 
to (a) Existing Condition (2001 LOD) and (b) the No Action (2020 LOD), 
1922–1994 Simulation 

3.5-7 Change in SWP and CVP Pumping under the Proposed Action Relative 
to Pumping under (a) Existing Condition (2001 LOD) and (b) the No 
Action (2020 LOD) Condition, 1922–1994 Simulation 

3.5-8 Comparison of Monthly Average Flow in the Sacramento River at 
Freeport and Monthly Average Delta Outflow under the No Action (2020 
LOD) and the Proposed Action, 1922-1994 Simulation 

3.5-9 Comparison of Water Temperature under Proposed Action at Keswick, 
Bend Bridge, and Red Bluff on the Sacramento River with Water 
Temperature under the Existing Condition (2001 LOD), 1922–1994 
Simulation 

3.5-10 Comparison of Water Temperature under Proposed Action on the Feather 
and American Rivers with Water Temperature under Existing Condition 
(2001 LOD), 1922–1994 Simulation 

3.5-11 Comparison of Water Temperature under the Proposed Action at 
Keswick, Bend Bridge, and Red Bluff on the Sacramento River with Water 
Temperature under the No Action (2020 LOD), 1922–1994 Simulation 

3.5-12 Comparison of Water Temperature under Proposed Action on the Feather 
and American Rivers with Water Temperature under the No Action (2020 
LOD), 1922–1994 Simulation 
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3.5-13 Simulated Entrainment Loss for Fall-, Late Fall–, Winter-, and Spring-Run 
Chinook Salmon under the Existing Condition (2001 LOD) and the 
Proposed Action, 1922–1994 Simulation 

3.5-14 Simulated Entrainment Loss for Fall-, Late Fall–, Winter-, and Spring-Run 
Chinook Salmon under No Action (2020 LOD) and the Proposed Action, 
1922–1994 Simulation Simulation  

3.5-15 Comparison of Water Temperature under the Proposed Action on the 
Trinity River with Water Temperature under Existing Condition (2001 
LOD), 1922–1994 Simulation 

3.5-16 Comparison of Water Exports from the Trinity River to the Sacramento 
River under the Proposed Action with Exports under (a) Existing 
Condition (2001 LOD) and (b) No Action (2020 LOD), 1922–1994 
Simulation 

3.5-17 Comparison of Water Temperature under the Proposed Action on the 
Trinity River with Water Temperature under No Action (2020 LOD), 1922–
1994 Simulation 

3.5-18 Simulated Salvage for Steelhead under the Proposed Action Compared 
Relative to (a) Existing Condition (2001 LOD) and (b) No Action (2020 
LOD), 1922–1994 Simulation 

3.5-19 Change in X2 Location under the Proposed Action relative to X2 Location 
under (a) Existing Condition (2001 LOD) and (b) No Action (2020 LOD), 
1922–1994 Simulation 

3.5-20 Occurrence of Estuarine Rearing Habitat Area (i.e., proportion of 
maximum area) for Delta Smelt under (a) Existing Condition (2001 LOD) 
and (b) No Action (2020 LOD), 1922–1994 Simulation 

3.5-21 Change in the Proportion of Estuarine Rearing Habitat Area for Delta 
Smelt under the Proposed Action relative to (a) Existing Condition (2001 
LOD) and (b) No Action (2020 LOD), 1922–1994 Simulation 

3.5-22 Simulated Salvage for Delta Smelt under the Proposed Action Relative to 
(a) Existing Condition (2001 LOD) and (b) No Action (2020 LOD), 1922–
1994 Simulation 

3.5-23 Annual Change in Delta Smelt Salvage for May–July and August–April 
Periods for the Proposed Action relative to Existing Condition (2001 
LOD), 1922–1994 Simulation 

3.5-24 Monthly Median Size of Delta Smelt Salvaged at the SWP and CVP Fish 
Facilities, 1980–2002 Historical Data 
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3.5-25 Simulated Salvage for Splittail under the Proposed Action Relative to (a) 
Existing Condition (2001 LOD) and (b) No Action (2020 LOD), 1922–1994 
Simulation 

3.5-26 Monthly Median Size of Splittail Salvaged at the SWP and CVP Fish 
Facilities, 1980–2002 Historical Data 

3.5-27 Occurrence of Proportional Estuarine Rearing Habitat Area for Striped 
Bass under (a) Existing Condition (2001 LOD) and (b) No Action (2020 
LOD), 1922–1994 Simulation 

3.5-28 Change in the Proportion of Estuarine Rearing Habitat Area for Striped 
Bass under the Proposed Action Relative to (a) Existing Condition (2001 
LOD) and (b) No Action (2020 LOD), 1922–1994 Simulation 

3.5-29 Simulated Salvage for Striped Bass under the Proposed Action Relative 
to (a) Existing Condition (2001 LOD) and (b) No Action (2020 LOD), 
1922–1994 Simulation 
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